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2. /6///{/’?}47 M M7

Blakey had headed what we¢ have just examined,éﬁﬁﬁﬁxﬂ
"Conclusion: Oswald Lone Assassin." what he fallows that with is
headed "Conspiracy Theories Rejected.w". But as we saw with the

u£actua%erefuted and irrefutlgyl'ol/j)t/a,‘2ff%zjfw3§ence, the
actual official oroof is that Oswﬂjﬁ%men o be the
assassin and cannot be proven to be an éssassin, was not "lone"
when no one man could have done the shooting t)\»at the best shots
in the country did not and could not do, not even under much
better conditions. N gk ot @
% ;%Or, that there was a conspiracy was not a theory-it esd—sn
irrefutable fact/ from the official e¥idence only, that same unrefuted
and irrefutable evidence. And. megwhether or not Bkakey admits

it, as the Warren Commission did not, there is more evidence that

proves there was a co‘nspiracy, by voroof ;{ot by any so}callegd

"theory.jf g 6n ,B / ‘LK”'] W ‘c[l/‘:’;“j% and o [Jé‘/x&, i daliflosta Leun.

fnand, Jial’

Whaty¥ controls all officia/rﬂ.dom and has since before the
assagsinated President ¢Wwas buried is\ﬁthe national #policy that z
in that Katzenbach memorandoma/ggxat the nrew President approved
the Sunday night before the burial, as we have seen am{ as 1 go¥
into & 't greater length in other writingsam W7 e,

Blakey can "¢reject" all the cons’oirac_‘_i_;}.es he wants to reject
but %what he cannot "reject" is the fa%t not the theory, that there
was a conspizj/facy tnat assassinated Kennedy and made Johnson President.

Blakey says that the "Commission went to great length (131 pages‘)
of its Report to dismiss the idea of a plot, and it said that no

limitations (had) ...been placed on the Commission's inquiry. ...

If there is any...evidence (of a plot) it has been beyond the reach
of all the investigative agencies and reshurces*)f the United States
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..."(page 30).
My

This is tricky language by th;MS?mmission an% Blakey, no Sher-
lpck Holmes, does not point ou%#éhet the Commission did not have
to search, did not have to plumb "all the investigative agencies
and re%ﬁrces of the United States"” for what it had i;n its own re
record. Yglly one of thase many proofs, nd§ theories in it record is
what we have seen from the Jommission's own hearings and testimfﬁy
that is fact, not tkoery, that thgfg;st shots in the country could
not, under mucgﬁgsﬁzfr condditions, igplicate the shooting at
a’ tttributes to.thqwiﬁborw" shot, 46wald.

Who, as the Commission also kfiew and did not have to dig for,
according to the paraffin tests made by the Dallas police, did
not fire a rifle tha day.

Blakey continues his argument saying that "The Commission's
(no-conspiracy) conclusion was the produce of a sgstematic exam-
ination of the issue that, on its face, was thorough anf] foolproofw
(pageg.l).

There were no "igsues" to be examined to determine whether

8
there had been a conpsiracy, only isethe facy, the irrefutgble snd

-~ —

unreffuted fact and all the other totally=str¥relevant matters that
o '

Blakey goes into hereshave no relationship to the unquestiotabl fact

that the Commmiss;hbn and he ignore and nothing he might dredge up

can change the irrefutzble and ﬂulofficiaﬁly ignored offi%isl

AW@%
fact that there was a conspiracy becaueh\ e shooting was pbroven,
bé%yoﬁgd any question, to have been impossible for any one man,
including the very best shots in the countryf.

Blakey then rehasheds some of the Commission's really non-exissent

{W
"gffiliations" Oswald( had. They were, at best, slight and meaningless
29
congets on Oswald's initiative and amont to nothing. “The fact is
A

»
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to prove it, Oswald had no real conne ction with any poltical
group and, as the Commission and Blakey fail to report, Oswald
could jfinot have been "affiliated"” with boththe Communist ‘arty
and the Socialist Workers Party at theﬁiiﬁf‘{éﬁée because ngy r@MVVf”“‘
hated and fought ezch other[(page 33). {%Véfﬁ4f'“ﬂ4 “”/%”“,“ ”M£*4M7

There are more Pages that rehash what was weklll known and
have nothing to do with the absolutely irrefutable proof that
the assassinatiion was the end product of a cSﬁhpsirgcy, the
¥ruth that wa s ruked outside official,acknégledgement by the
President's agreement with that Katzed‘baéfﬁ memo the night
before the assassinated Xresident was buried.

After more rehash lik: this, including under the Jevheading,
Oswald and Ruby Not Connected,?ﬁlakey has reacﬁd the end of his
c?apter titled "T%e Aftermath.-yggﬂfusion, Grief and an Inquiry."
The aftermath of the JFK assassination did inckude confusion most
of all becaéé chere never was any real investigation of fgt assagsi~
nation and, as we have seen, that was official policy #even before
the assassjination Presiﬁent was buried.

There was widespread grief. It was not limited to the victim's
f;ﬁilx7§nd) what Blakey refers to aﬁ 'an inquiry! never was that
and, téégically, never was intended to ¥ e a real 'inquiry."

Blakey's next #chapter, his third chapter, i s titled "The
Decline of Credibili-=y, 1964-1976." In this Blakey suggests that
the decline in credibikity ended when his committee was created
but the fadt is that Blakey, personally, adued to the desserved
lack of credibility, that lack coming, depite the enormous media
campaihgn to have the unacceptzble Repory accepted, enﬁiﬁg ﬁd“

oy andEadued, {Abmcqﬁd’

the lack of credibility in the Report, made up,) in itd

; ——— 4
entarety,z;4uﬁaeua34 as it soon was proven beyond question, ing”




The fact is that even in its unusual formg as a private
printing @éitewash was a best seller. It hdad no org anized distribu-
tion. I had not a penny for advertising or promotion. But the
book was so comprehensible that it sold itself and it sold well,
very well for a private printing. 1g went through at least four
Ny fovt hpne el
ghd I taink five pribtibgs the least of which was for -5meec ¢ coples,
before Dell, which had turned the book sdown three times, came to
me fofit. Dell spent not a penny on advertising or promotions, It

did not even arrange for me to’a‘bpear on a single talk show. But

with an original ‘peatj’of a quarter of million copies in December

€p, 7T
1966, 1t)was dlgtrlbuting its fourth reprinting in May of 1967. Oa, 1
W '( e b )"Hrvzlr\ s
hat o he act record of that book, without a penny spent on adver-

tising or promotionsm, makes it clear, witliout any question at all,
ghha that Blakey is é é;aud and a liar who is bunkrupt on the sub-
hect on which he presen{)himself as an expert.

It should be noted that he has not a word of criticism about a
single word I wquE, and {%t after he hapd wasted the largest
appropriation evedr made by the House of Rep resentatives for any
investigation.

And of what peoplefégink of that book, which is not at all what
Blakey sayé—EE:$t$EE§7J: was told in Auggst of ¥ 2001 that on the
internet a Delllafhénety—five cent reprint had been sold for just

Y
under a hindred dollars.



é&n{p@d@&&dﬁﬁlﬁp the Commissions own evidence.

%For all the world as though Gerald Ford was an impartial
observier, Blakey quotes a line from his ghosted book, Phrtrait

.
of the Assassin:"(The ) monumental record of th President's Commission

will stand like a &ibralter of factual literature throughout the
[t cant ptn afand ;" A rtan W{rwc

ages to comfle, " (page 40).W’ 5L5h@4p,q7ﬁguug

Blakey begins this assault on the crities suggesting that Marl
Lane's was the first book, as it was not. He then ge¢es terjgg;g
attackin; Whitewash:TLe Report on th: Report, the first
book ﬁand then, w1thout(afword made up against any of them, #all

my bokks.

e —— T
- IM, /1,(9'# \ publiclmispereeption . . . 1.”") Next to Lane 1n prommcm.c aion 7
WV

first wave of critics was Harold Weisberg, a former U.S. Senate mvestl-
gator whose series of privately published harangues (Whitewash,
Whitewash II, Photographic Whitewash, etc.) were centered on the

theme of government complicity and cover-up, but because his rhetoric T
was so obscure, his arguments so dependent on accusation rather than /ﬁ l V D 7l/ JV?
logic, the effect of Weisberg’s work was to make complex issues confus- / R
ing.{ P 2aca), /

o ) /

Jv :uuse Blakey cannos refute a single word in ali/of my books

N -z A Adx.v W7 -

e insonai Y, O Mei
fhe inseainstead presents what may 5\“HTE—EEEEIEEEBEE/éf/fact wileh ity

Y64 pex

In all the many years since my first book was first published,

in 1965, not a single one of the many of whom I was severely

critical, including Members, like .Ford, staff from Rankin down and

an innumerablely large number from she federal agencies,.,, not a

aingle one has writtev or phoned to complain thatl

was unfair or

i
Z

inaccurate in anything I‘jaid bout him. Une of the Commission

Members, the most conserg%ve of them)dSenator Richard B. Russell,

not only approved my writing but highcouraged me until his dying daﬂMCB

S0, when Blakey cannot say a single word in fadt ual oriticism he

refe{rs to all my works as 'Harangues."

-

It is a lie that any of tiose books "centered on the thfeme of

governmnet comxiiicity." It is true that they dealtﬂ with govern-
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w Al

ment ccver-up.)l use that word in the subtitle of the second

book and the tltla@s of the flrsf four bequg-w1th "Whitewash,"
reieé&ng to the government, and after allthedr these years
] N g Ly nw*‘ ﬁu.&MJq}
no reason to consider c¢hanging any of those words.
F or al: the woé@ as though any of my bookS??é other than
entirely factual, which not one is, all coming from the offiqigl
eéWidence only,Blakey, unable to address s& 2 wegsingle trutgégi
word of criticism against any one of them , then says" his
rheteric was so obscure, his arguments so&!dependent on seourstii
accusations rather than logic, the effect of Weisberg 8 work was
Bl o iyl JWM»/»\ ewmw
to make complex issues confusing.'" a ﬂb*“(£¥a]&fv J
There is no "o&scuriﬁty" except in ?e minds of those who
have to make uv accusations when t%ey cannot address tﬁose bFooks
on fact.
I do not "argue" in any of those books. Where there is what
Blakey pretends #tis argument, it the it the mobili;a‘sion :ﬁd‘{the
dlrect ﬁﬁﬁ%atlon.ﬁbf the ofricial evidence itself, the official
evidence that says other than the official misrepresentation of
the evideﬁ?ce says.
I make no accu;%tions in those books. ngain, what Blakey
refers to as my "accusations" are the only thing he #can make uup
when he does not quote a single one, as he could not q?gte a single
illustration to suppo¥t his earlier lies.
Which is what they are ., deliberate lies, and there ;s no no
reason to sugar-dffoat thepm.
What hé’ézn refer vo, if he has anything in mind, is that the
official evidence I mobilized because there is nothing else in

those books.

The only way in which #anything I éwrote\y@at could make any-
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thing "confusing" was in confrontation with th sfficial mythology
whlch being mythology, vannot s urvive comparison with fgqcwv.

Thus the dlshonesjBlakey sk”ips around what he and his dlshnnest
work cannot survive,

In what he ﬁ?e says&)Blakey is contradicted by the mgny thousands
of letters I haﬁé rece¢ived., Quite a few were from high sphosl students

/ N
who had no¥ difficulty understanding what I wrote, -as—tid some

éZtudents even younger, M/hfo¢h!4ndh¢m(

Perhaps the most ef ective refutation of what Blakey says here
when in bis intellectual bankruptyc he can say nothing truthfal
is tha;ﬂﬁen Dell reprinted Whltewaslgwfith a “irst print oia quarter
of a mll ion coucoples and W1th four additional reprints they
edltedzgothlng and made no changes at all in anyt:ing in the first
f*@’t"%f“/tw o MMM , u,

Bixgiven tnugh WEE&E_Eﬁh wdé);'unég;ted rough draft.

And it today regkns the omxy basic %SOK on the s#fagsassination.

It alone, the very fl 5t book o Ct/M/'saLl.Qﬂ;;/ia(: inot in agreement
with it, afFord‘s was, proved that as his record on the -Commission
shews, Ford did not know what he was talking about. Rather than #
being like the rock of Gibralter or tﬂufactual‘IEEEE§E§71/iterature“>/w
@ Pplasting throughout the ages to come," the Repogéfturned into
sand by the firsﬁ analysis of #it.

:50, na%;;ally, #Blakey had to Jiie about it or he'g have had
no book bé éause the reporte of his investigation have ,ﬁthe same
self-destruction bﬁullt in and)llke the Report oi(;f; warrren
Oomm1851onadcan survive no freal analysis. And if . you look at

Blakey's index (page 428) You will find no other references to any

of my books or to me. Onl;& this entirely dishonesy one with
w%&oh intellectually yellow as he is, he nttemptes to wipe out the
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As an illustration of hif intended dishonesty in this part

of his writing, before his committeee mwwas created I had published

seven books on the politifial agsassination,rncluding dne

the Kyng assassination, which Blakey igneres in his book but was
part of his committee's requgnsalbllles fland had pbtained fail's
Aané ”¢4740u% a4ﬁ10¢ 2 s £ a million pages from the
FBI, much more than Blakey obtained although my getting them made
them parizefzihe public.

——" He did not even get what was public before his committee came

into existence.

which also says much about Blaskey as an inves i at vva;:;;_\\)
/' ”‘)/_‘~ \ — ‘/y‘
-~ What I did in the King case was also public he made no use

/" of it, either. I conducfed ht
/ ﬂﬁw fnlw,qunzwx emf fed kthe succdessful 1nveéTigat10n for
fff" the habeas petltiogﬂ which égy Then won, and I conducueddthe

A LA
invewtigation for the forteen wesks of hgearings in é%?ral
(=4

.
distriet court in Memphis, which could not Ae won there then, and

ﬁ?ccover-up

, A '
\\\\\\\if’t‘ﬂ a we&ordof Athis in his official investigation or in his
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the built-in, tH e baasic dishonesty of his own immitation Warren
™ Report with all the mistakes in it and a few added bhBiamkey.
" b/"'/:‘““"—/ This disgrace to the public service is so dishonest, so afraid
of precipitating an f:\‘i?ght with me o‘\)_fver his phony bqok hé apparently
feared mention of even my works from which he and ; committee
fcook what ﬁI (alone) brought to light =md gle cribbed from my E;Zooks,
presenting/‘ as his own work. @

Interestingly enough, while he w®mgmentions the title oé/
three of them, he even excludes them from his 11‘1,%%&“% I, ”’Mi'

Blakey being B)llaq‘gﬂ/w/\ %/W”/ /VW‘]W - M% ﬁ?ﬂ’a%
But he does index the ,!;Ie mentions, stein' ‘\m‘

a small and superficial triviality that says the Warren Commission

was r';ght in spite of itself and its being wrongf(page 418).
Blakey being @‘/akeyk .

When Blakey argues in defense of the official assassination

— Af /
m ythplofgy he still cannot #e be hon{est as when he se:qf,ét'i that
/' that
"ﬂBI teu/ts /—'icaajted ¥kax it would have taken 2. 3 seconds for a
single gunman to have fire two well-aimed shots...f(parxe 42). In
the kind of plain ¢English Blakey and his zewssg. zoresgross.ly and in-
tendedly dishonest book reaquires, every vart of this is and to his
e

knowledge &is a flie.

ﬂi Y ANV /

was noty". ‘FBI/t{est" which could /'ipdicate” any such thing.
It was a single firing by a single agent, a single shot under,
again, vastly i mproved conditions, in an inside firing range at
at z distance of 2% feet and on‘ ¥ the Tshblevel , with tha:t agent
in the best position for firing, the prone position, not from a

f’height and at a steep angle and from an awkward sposition, through
y
a wigdow yet when the bottom of that tall window was but a single

foot from the floor. As we have seen, the best shots in the country,



eicould npt and did not duplicate Oswald's alleged, really imagined

ootingf. oo
g g N {
Tyat fictitious 42.3 seconds{@gs not for "two well-aimed shots, 42
bhoo Sl «t

(3&dk% | QE/%ps the time between shots Jtwo shoélnot aimed ayg a huméz.
«When Blakey gets to the "dfound" bullet, as he had to, e
he again repeats the glaring lie without which there could have been
no #Warren Report and witkout which he could not, as he all alo ng
planned for his committe@é's conclusion. He is less than usually
dishonest yet despite his efforts he is still dishonest. He sags
that "The nearly whole bullet"(Commission Zxhibit 399) reportedly
f ound on Oonnully‘Vs stretcher at Parkland and assumed to be
the one that had wounded both men. ..."
That bullet was not found\gg'Connalfy ;s stretcher and it was

NN ﬁ
not (repoifediy‘Found" on it. There was not the ﬁsligh@zsgﬁuestion

Tt N
about hktkzt gat all. It was "found" by a sigle g person. It was
M linson n
observed by Daw¥ell Thompsam glone. when be-désaw in come out from
an WM ewtif44] Q“*iﬁ&y ol
undernesth ﬂ&he mattress on Bt stretcher and fal Lo jémr ﬁé
WD pien

¥tfloofw That also(by Tomlinson alone. AJD when StrIectcier npushy
Tpmlinﬁggn hard to get him to testify to the lie# that was so
ﬂﬁportant in the Commission's preplanned conclusion, Tomlinson still
refused to AEB thﬁég§ He# then added that iﬂf he did what
Spector was pressuring him so hard to do he'd ng&% be rable to #t
sleep mights.

It was assumed to have hit both men but that was contrzary to
the best evidence the Commission had, thst  what was beilfg made up

i

for it ew was jﬁposgible. This also ﬁ¢és proven ﬁin the Commission's
rasfrecord. { it
Fidelitﬁfto estab}ished fact is not a Blakey failIure.

{550
Next (pageys &#;) Blakey gets into Garrison who was, as Blakey
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says, a fraud.. However, Blakey being Blakey, he begi ns with

aq@ untruth,ﬁln Dq?cembe€;966 Garrjéon was telling newsmen/# 'for

background' that he had a suspect in the Kennedy assassination

and that an arrest was imminent"@ﬁpage 47). I knew most of those

"newsmen " one of the most prg?inent was a woman and the cdélauthor

of a bGok on Garrison . awxd gotaone even told me any such thin}.

There was universal complain; in February of the next eyear, how-

even, when the story did break, but then thaf was on the initiatidbe

of the morning of the pair cof daily papers of common ownershlp./ﬁiﬂﬁvﬁt

& AXASXEN _the

©%. checkeéd the court records on/search warrants obtained by Garrison.
There ure other errors and quotings of partisans misrepresented

e,
28 impartisl but there is nc po%t kn wasging time on <them when there

are bigger fisk to fry. f¢¢/&52/z)
Next Blakey gets to "Tre Castro Assassinatiof )Pldﬁs ;/Iﬁ’Bigiéy S
account it was m#necessary for him to omit w? t was well sand pub-
licly kno,w, that they were bisenhower pibtswbh& are among th%é
policies Eisenhower preferred that he deliberately fixed .on z¢
Kennedy by ggégig%khe situations what “Kennedy could not get away
with not continuing. #However, tiere is no evidé ance at aEE«e'off
edy plot witd tfe Mafia to a333381mé%e Castro. ;?7Vk”& uﬂ”CZZZb/
w u“jé%ﬂ\/f ?yj?
lﬁEmyaMuﬁmdsstates that "the fidea originated w_ith(J.C.
King anqulonel Sheffied Edwards”(pg?e 5%) when there is no doubt
that the idea was Eisenhowefﬂb. As the Ba oijiigd‘a;sp #
originated with q@bEisenhowa And much «lidsr did.

mue
Again. WgeBlakey inclufees jyuwej leSb than ywas publicly

{reported oy W,u Knais |

i
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F L)
FheMey?
Whatever h+s intent, this is not honest writing, it x8 has the
uwhefha an = .
e ec) id not the purpose/of protecting kisenho ower's repitation

and it lendaﬁhe uninformed reader to believe that with the resnon-
sibility made to appear to be Kennedy's,there is a basis .or
Castro wanting retaliation agains l.ennedy. Lk ”fuﬁﬁ”‘”ﬂ’@%#ﬂyl'

Blakey xnows what he does not say, that these plots were
Zisenhower plots (page 53).

Only when he gets to page 59 does Blakey end this misleading:

ﬁl!’

v r f the delivery of poison pills and weapons to the exiles. (Taylor swore to

W«L " the Senate Commiittee on July 9, 1975, that he never heard of Harvey’s
. (A . passing pills to poison Castro.) 1t was also on May 7 that Attorney

’ /\/M General Kennedy was briefed by Colonel Edwards and CIA General

et _ /V/(,L Counsel Houston, who informed him of the operations involving
/ underworld figures, but they said they had been terminated, which was

a lie. They said that Roselli and Giancana had been offered $150,000;
that senior CIA officials in the Eisenhower administration had approved
the project orally; and that knowledge of the operation extended to only
six persons within the agency. (The 1967 Inspector General’s report in-
dicated it was known to thirteen CIA officials, including ex-
i Director Dulles.) Edwards testified to the Senate Committee on May
| 30, 1975, that at the time of the Kennedy briefing he had not known the
\ CIA was still dealing with the underworld, but the Senate Committee
chose not to believe him, citing the 1967 1.G. Report and Harvey’s
testimony of July 25, 1975, in which he said Edwards knew full well that
the operation was proceeding on track when he told him about briefing
the Attorney General. Houston described the Attorney General’s reac-
tion at the briefing to the Senate Committee: ‘‘If you have seen Mr.
Kennedy's eyes get steely and his jaw set and his voice get low and pre-

TT—— cise, you get a definite feeling of unhappiness.’”’ Kennedy met on May 9
\\\ with Hoover, who descnbed the Attomey General s dlspleasurc m a
\\, .
—-~4 memo. &(P )
What Blakey does .ot gke clea. . tust when the Kennedys

first learned about what they have been blamed for by so many
was in 1962 when the plots dated to August, 1960, or were
Zisenhower's , Robert Kennedy, after that briefing, demanded a fuller
o (Tt »
(?ﬁd the memo was sent to him by CIA ckounsel Larry Houston. ¥ 1
have the memo and the brief Houston memo whig¢h forwarded it. In the
memo Edwards said that only six men, all high officials of the CIA,

knew about the plots and there were no records of iy on paper.

Even that turns out to have been a lie, with thirteen CIA officials

Kawng T
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When Blakey states that at the time of the Kennedy briefing, 5>

lﬂ.Mayf,l963fhe CIA was still dlealing with the underworld, what
he doés not say is that without any authorization the CLﬁ was

dealing w{th some of the same characterqﬁn an effimg to ge. them
to kill Castro.

quainﬁ)Blakey inadequéé??ﬁgen he does not ﬁsqﬁbress entirely,

And what he does not spell out is that at the time the memos
to Kennedy were preparec (@ouston's was merely a very Jnorj’
covering meg) the CIA "stagéd falsely that the Roselli opdration
had been tgrminated," he faiis to state that thiéT$’"operation" was
to get K=ﬁﬁ6ay assassinate ! by thqﬁafia.

Blakey coulfﬁ have learned more about :his/ﬂaféa rbiPui business
&nd more about<ﬁelayeﬂ'régnrts tto injure Cuba in various ways if
h= bad read d%closed governnment records.

Thus ABlakey ends his third egchapter.

4Hi‘8fj;%' Fitins e S ol W F S— oI —Binice S me;;t‘;te,

gas its- titie"”

quulry,MW

Still again, the permeating, the perpetual Blakeg dishonesty.

Still again the Blakey who pretends he is Perry Mason reborn

is actually a PinX Panther, junior gggrade.



